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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
OFFICE OF GENERAL COUNSEL 
WASHINGTON, D. C, 20301 


May 9, 1968 


MEMORANDUM FOR Mr. Lawrence R. Houston, General Counsel 
Central Intelligence Agency 


SUBJECT: S. 1035 


For your information, I am enclosing a copy of the proposed DoD 
report on S. 1035. 


As soon as formal DoD approval is obtained, the report will be 


submitted to the Bureau of the Budget. 


Robert T. Andrews 
Office, Assistant General Counsel 
(Manpower and Reserve Affairs) 


Enclosure 
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DEPARTMENT OF DEFE 
OFFICE OF GENERAL COUNSEL 
WASHINGTON, D, C. 20301 


May 7, 1963 


Honorable Sam J. Ervin, Jv. 
Chairman, Subcommittee on 
Constitutional Rights, Committee 
on the Judiciary 

United States Senate 

fashingtoa, D. C. 20510 


Dear Mr. Chairman: 
Reference is made to your request to the Secretary of Defense 
for the views ef the Department of Defense with respect to S. 1055, a 


pill “To protect the civilian ernployces of the executive branch of the 


United States Governracnt in the enjoyment of their constitutional 


_vights and to prevent unwarranted governmental invasion of their 


privacy. ” 
the purpose of S. 1035 is to make it unlawful to require or 
request & civilian employee, or person scc “king a ieee ia the 


executive pbeeeh of the United States ies eeeacae to disclose his 


race, religion, oF national origin, or the race, religion, oF national 


origin of any of his forebears} atiend raeetings or to participate in 
activities unrelated to the performance of his official duties; report 
outside activities or sgesynieis unless there is reason to pelieve that 
these activities conflict with his official duties; submit to questioning 


about his religion, personal relationships or sexual attitudes through 
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interviews, psychological tests or polygraphs, support political 
candidates, or aticnd political mectings; buy bonds or other obliga- 
tions iscued by the United States; digclose any ieee of his or nis 
femiily's property oF income other than specific items eenlias to 
qudicate a conilict of interest with respect to the performance of any 
of hie official duties; or submit, whea he is under investigation for 
srisconduct, te interrogation which could lead to aigeinasy action 
without the prosence of requested couns el. ‘¢ © provide petedeemiont” 
powers, the bilk vests jurisdiction in the United States District Courts - 
io hear cases under the Act and to provide injunctive relict, It also 
provides for a Board on Employees! raghts to investigate and hear 
complaints charging violation or threatened violation of the Act. 
Limited duseptienis to certain oi the bill's provisions are extended “e 
the Central Intclligence Agency (CTA) , the National Gecurity Agency 
{NGA), aad the & aderal Burcau of Investigation (PBI). 
The Departmeat of Defense is oppored to the enactment ot 

S, 1035 in its present form. Set forth immediately pelow is & 
guixmpary of the principle onjections. 

i. Vhe bill fails to distinguish between clip ibility for 
goverment amployraent as such, and the special yespousibillties 
of a national security nature entrusted to certain Departraental 


-yordonnel, The business of inhibiting espionage by careful 
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cclection of persons to be given access to wenalive information 
is oxtrernely difficult at best. Without ee information 
concerning the background, affiliations, personal relationships, 
mores, and financial and general Integrity of persons considered 
for such ercabas it may well be irapossible. The cxemption of - 
inguiries made i the purpose of determining eliginility for : - 


scasitive positions (rather than simply for general eraployment) 


#. 


would seern the roiinimum necessary to preserve the integrity 
of the existing security programs. | 
2. the bill fails to exempt certain aonstuve activities — 
_ of the Department of Defense Hoes its provisions, despite the ” . 
fact that these activities involve access to clasaificd defense 
information of quad ox greater irmport to national security oe 
positions in the aucastes cited in section 6. The exemptions 
granted to the CIA, NSA and FBI are based on a recognition 
of the sengitivity at duets rnissions and, for the ev reasons, 
should be extended to the aforementioned activities of the 
Department of Defense, 


3, The provisions permitting civil actions to be filed 


in the United States District Court without claiming damages or 
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4 
exhausting administrative remedics are disruptive to the 
Department's grievance procedures aud to employce- 
meinagement relationshins. To permit disregard of the 
jurisdictional prerequisites to judicial review pola most 
cortainly encourage the filing of epurieus suits and open the 
door to broad and noseibly orgenized harassment of executive — 
actions. | 

4, The provision authorizing the Board on Employees! 
Rights to reprimand, suspend or remove civilian violators 
is in devovation of the responsibilities of the employing agency 
and of the Civil Service Commission. Furthermore, the 
Deard's authority to initiate court martial proceedings against 
offending military supervisors is discriminatory, since penalties 
involving fine or imprisonment may not be imposed on civilian - 
supervisors whe violate the terms of the Act. 

5. Yhe effectiveness of the employee organization system 
of ei eeeeeon weucetienwa by E. OQ. 10988 would be sericusly 
disrupted. Under section 4, an employee organization could 
fotki ina court suit at the employee's request, even thoush the 

. organization does not represent the employces of that Defense 


activity. Furthermore, under section 5 an employee organization 
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could intervene in proceedings before the Board on Employees! 
Rights if "in any degree [it is] conceracd with eraployment . : 
of the category in which any alleged violation of thie act occurred." 
In this instance, it could intervene even without regard to the 
wishes of the complaining employee. 
éttached is a section by section analysis aith elaborates 
on the position of the Hapeewaent summarized above. 
The Baurcau of the, Budvet advises that, from the pacino 
ef the Administration's Program, there is no objection to the presenta~- 


tion of this report for the consideration of the Cornmittce. - 
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SECTION BY SECTION ANALYSIS 


Section a) wouta prohibit, with certain exceptions, incuirics . 
about an employee's race, xcligion or national origin or that of his — 
tS ; 
forebears. It ia recommended that the second provise beginning on 
page 2, Hne 3 be amended to read, in past: "Provided further, That 


nothing contaiaed in this subsection shall be coastrued to prohibit 


inquiry concerning the national origin of eny employee or_of any person 


eae Or 


ching cmoloyment, or the national oricin of any person connected ' 
with either by blood or marriage, when such inquiry . deemed necessary 
or advisable @64," {emphasise added) ‘he need for this autherity is 
especially iasoieent where an applicant or an graplagac is to be entrusted 
with highly sensitive information, or is to be assigned to overseas aroas 
where eonreion maight be irGu againet him or hie close relatives. 

“Section \(b), in aubtactiay an erpplayee adataue compulser 

Stisadeadd at meetings, forbida taking notice of an employee's participa-~ 
tion In subversive activitics or with other groups whose interests might 
be hostile to United States ineerenee: Such a reatriction is strongly 
onpoged by the Department, and is contrary to well accepted sccurity 
practices. Rewordindy, itis reconmmended that a proviso be added to 
sletinn i(b) reading aa follows: “Provided furthes, hat nettay 


in this subsection ahall be construed to prohibit taking notice of the 
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participation of an employeo in the activitics of organizations, groups, 
and movements decmed relevant to the national gece " This section 
is also objectionable because it appears to bar taking notice tant an 
eriployee failed to attend aecurity indoctrination lectures. In some 
instances, those counseling seesions would not relate specifically to, 
“the verformance of his official duties." For example, the sessions 
raay relate exclusively to an explanation of foreign intclligence opera- 
tonsa, and how employees holding extremely sensitive positions may 
become targets of forcign espionaze. Obviously, efforts to secure 
attendance at such sessions should not be prejudiecd. jAccordiagly, 


section 1{b} should be further revised to mect this consideration. 


_ Section l(c) would prohibit requiring an eraployce to participate 
in activities unrelated to his official dutics or to the development of 
work ckille, Itis assumed that the term "official duties" is to he 
broadly construed and that it would not bar is Salis instructions and | e 
gwidance to persons assigned to highly sensitive duties. For example, 
such employees may be required to report security violations, attend - 
eccurity indoctrination feeeese ,» and report definite indications of 
ysnental instability and ties unusual behavior on the part of other 
aimilarly assigncd employecs. ‘With the cngeeetending that these pre-~ 


cnutionary measures to safeguard highly sensitive information are 


_ 
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part of the "official duties" of every tuch employee, the Department | 


cf Defense intern OscS nO objection to this section. 


s éction I{d)} would prohibit requiring or requesting an employee 
to make or report concerning his activities or undertakings unless they 
relate to the performance of his official duties, the development of his _ 
work eeaites or there is reason to bcHeve that he is engaged in outside 
activities or employment in conflict with his official duties. The 
-cpartment recognizes that this provision waa designed te eliminate 7 
ceriaia li mproper reporting practices, and in this respect we support 
the princi | iple behind this provision. However, there are some instances 
in high there is a good and sufficient cause fer requiring such reports. 
Ser example, it may bo eCeeneey: ta dete emine whether an Gadiave 
is engaged in political activilics proscribed by the Hatch Act. ogy: 
the beat way to ascertain the facts is to ask the employee for an - 
exEd janatioa. It is also important that | eaten. eeslencdt to sensitive 
Suttes report any suarceen by known intelligence ae » his planned 

ravel to commuuniat-controtled countries, or his attendance at such 
racetings where representatives of euch countries will be in altendance, 
Teo wate previeisa for these special circurnstances, ‘itis recomended 


that a provise be added at the end of page 3, Une 25, reading subs fantially 
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as follows: "Provided, however, That nothing contained in this subsection 


e 


shall be construcd ta prohibit requesting a report when necessary for 
law enforcement purposes or when the cniployee is assigned to 


activities oy undertakings related to the national security, " 


Section l(c) would generally prohibit interrogation, Guten 
or psychological tests designed to clicit information about an individual's 
perconal relatioaship with any relative, his veligious belicfs or practices, 
or his attliude or conduct with reepect to fexual matters... The Department 
is in agreement that such inguirics are not required é deteeaine eligibility 
fox HoneeeHetive rowicatas ‘But when it comes to ateomiatng the suli- 
acility of eraployces for positions involving a high degree of personal , 
reuponsibility and often @ high ecnes of psychological pressure or nervous 


strain, the resulta of such examinations and psycholosical tests may pro- 
— 


duce an important insight. Examples of is positions are those requiring 
access to nuclear wespons and nuclear wespon systenie, chemical and 
biological warfare i uformation, and operational war plans data.: Because 
of the grave responsibilities, there is a need to evaluate fully the suitability 
ANG deveudaviin, of cach prospective employee to determine the existence 
of any de ep-seated emotional problems fuvelving his family, sex attitudes 


and conduct. While section 6 permits some limited psychological testing, 


it applics cnly to a very limited number of Department of Defense employees 
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{these employed in the National Security Agency) and then only under 
very restrictive circumstances. Employees occupying "critical-sensitive 
positions” must, of necessity, woe higher standards, and Sonadecently 
must be examined on matters which would not be considered in determining 
eligibility for lese sensitive positions or non-sengitive positions. By 
“sensitive-critical positions" we mean any position the principle duties 
of which include: (a) Access to TOP SECRET information; (b) 
development or approval of war plans, plans or particulars of future or 
major or special operations of war, or critical and extremely important 
items of war; (c) developracnt or approval of plana, policies or programs 
which affect the overall operations of a department or agency, 4. e., 
policy-making or policy determining positions; (4) investigative duties, 
the issuance of pergonnel security clearances, or duty on personnel 
security boards; ox (e} padaiay: public contact, or other duties 
deraanding the highest degree of public trust. Accordingly, a proviso 
enould be added that would permit the Department to conduct such 
iaterrogations, examinations or psychological testing where the position 
is dusignated "critical-sensitive." While the Department believes this 
authority is essential to effective aecurity operations, it would exercise 
it oaly where the circumstances warzant it, end then only under properly 
administered controls.. 


Section 1({f) would prohibit recuiring or requesting an applicant 
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with his relatives, his religious beliefs, or his attitude or conduct 
with respect to sexual matters. The National Security Agency would 
be exerupted, but only under the restrictive conditions pusncen by — 
section 6. Under Department of Defense Directive 5210.48, July 13, 
1965, polygraph éxaminations may be conducted only with the prior 
written consent of the individual, and if he refuses, no adverse action 
may be taken by the Department. It iz believed that this policy should 
he continued, and that polygraph tests should be poxmitted iu specific 
security cages which cannot otherwise be resolved, provided the 
individual voluntarily consents. Accordingly, Itis recommended that 
4 clause be added beginning on Hine 10, page 5, reading as followa: 
“anlese the employca voluntarily consents to auch a test in order to 
resolve specific questions relating to hig suitability for employment or 
suitability for assignment to activities or undertakings related to 


the national security," 


Section I(g} would prohibit coercion of any exnployee to contribute. 
to the nomination or election of a person or groups of persons to public 
office. While the Departnient supports the objectives of this section, 
it is noted that the Commission on Political Activities of Goverament 
Personnel has aubmitted sweeping recommendations for revision of 
the Hatch Act. The Cammittee may wish to dete consideration of 


this provision in favor of the broader study. 
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Section I{h), barzing coercion in bond drives and charity 
drives, reflects the policy of the Exccutive Branch and of the Depart- 
ment of Defense, and as such, we concur. However, we object to the. 
fact that under section 5(1) a military officer, unlike his elvilian 
counterpart, could be charged with a criminal offense by and employee 
who believed he had been subjected to coercion. In the Department's 
report to the Senate Armed Services Committee on S. 1036, 90th 
Coagress, a bill "To protect members of the Armed Forces of the 
United States by prohibiting coercion in the solicitation of charitable 
contributions and the purchase of Government securities," we noted, 
“The bill as written, could make criminal acts of errors of judgment, 
excesses Of weal, misunderstoad communications, or misinterpreted 
actions or motives, The Department of Defense docs not consider 
crimiaal ganctions as either enlightencd, effective or appropriate 
measures for dealing with such cases. Administrative personnel action 
is eminently move suitable.,"* Furthcrmore, should amilitary officer 
deliberately disregard administrative instructions, ample authority 
already exists to charge him for failure "to obey any lawful general 
order or regulation" under Article 92 of the Uniform Code of Military 
Justice (10 U.S.C, 892), Consequently, the Department of Defense 
believes that it already has aufficicnt authority to deal with thia kind 


of coercion complaint. 
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Section l{i), by placing restrictions on requiring or recuesting 
an employce to disclose financial information, serlously handicaps the 
Department's ability to evaluate an individual's personal financial 
stability and susceptibility to bribes or other financial pressures. This 
ig especially important in cases in which the Department receives 
information that an employee holding an extremely sensitive position is 


reported to be in serious financial straits. A number of individuals 


2 


f 
have become involved in espionage against the United States or have 


aitempted to da sa, soicly because they were deeply in debt and hoped 
to make a fast recovery by selling information to forcign powers. 
Often times sufficient financial information cannot be obtained simply 
by checking credit agencies, creditora ox other financial institutions. 
In many instances, the ornployce must be interviewed and a frank dis- 
cussion held in ordey to find the basis for his financial irresponsibility 
ox unexplained affluence. Should the right to make informal inquirica 
be dented, the Department may be required to initiate disciplinary or 
vemoval actions on the basis of information which does not include the 
employee's denial or explanation. Thus the prohihition not only plants 
the Departmentte investigative effort, but also mey operate to the 
detriment of the employee. Accordingly, it is recommended that the 


following proviso be added on page 7, line 6: "Provided further, That 
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Section I{k) would prohibit interrogation of an eraployee “under 
investigation for misconduct" without the pregence of counsel, or other 
pereon, if he so requesta. The Department recommends that the words 
“or other person of his choice" be deicted from lines 8 and 9 of page 8. 
Since thia section is designed to protect an ernployec's legal rights, it 
_is questionable whether the presence of non-legal counsel would assure 
that protection. Further, this outside party might also be directly 
or indirectly involved in the investigation, in which event his presence 
would not be in ordar, | 

It is assumed that section 1(k), by providing for the right of 
counsel to he present, does not carry with it the obligation of the 
government to furnish his counsel. In some situations, the Department 
hag made available a government lawyer to insure that the employee 
has a proper understandiag of his rights and obligations. But as a 

general rule, the Departrnent doeg not have the capability to furnish 
a legal adviser in all possible situations covered by section 1{k). 

It is also assumed that preliminary questioning to establish 
whether or not there haa been misconduct in the performance of 
official duties would not he considered within the coverage of section 
i(k}. In this respect, the Department distinguishes this kind of questioning 


from the formal questioning which would follow after preliminary inquirics 
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have established the misconduct. To construe this section otherwise 
would mean fhat a supervisor's ability to recolve day-to-day employment 
incidents and to provide constructive guidance concerning an cmployee's 
job performance would be replaced by time consuming and expensive 


legal consultations, 


Section 1(1) prohibits reprisals against an employee who refuses 
to submit or comply ach any requirement made unlawful by S. 1035, 
or who avails himself of the remedies provided by the bill. Reprisale 
would include discharge, discipline, demotion, deaying promotion, 
relocation, reassignment, or otherwise discriminating in the terms of 
his employment. While the Department agrees that reprisals have no 
sees in personnel management programs, section 1{]} daca raise aome 
practical operating problems particularly ae it relates to the reaasigument 
of those holding extremely sensitive positions. For eaacisie: the 
Department may receive reliable information that an employce occupying 
such @ position has been spending large sums of money far beyond his — 
normal income and that he has been seen in cornpany with forcign agents. 
Should his supervisor question him about his unexplained affluence, and 
the employee refuse to answer, the Department might elect to reassign 
him, pending completion of the investigation.. Thereupon, the employee 


might charge that this action constituted 2 reprisal within the meaning 
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of section 1(1), when, in fact, the reassignment was but a pexnsectie 
and necessary precautionary measure. Under these circumstances, 
it is belicved that this section should be modified by deleting the words 
“relocate, reassign" from line 24, page 7. The Department should not 


be foreclosed frorn taking action of this nature to protect the national 


security under pain of being threatened with a law auit. 


Section 2 makes it unlawful for Civil Service employees to 
violate or attempt to violate any of the provisions of section 1. 


The Department defers to the views of the Commission on this section. 


Seetion 3 prohibits a military supervisor from requiring ox 
requesting a civilian employee te perform any act or eubmit to any 
recjuirexsnonts made unlawful by section l. The Department agrees that 
the bill should apply to military officers supervising civilians in the 
same manner that it applies to civilian supervisors. But section 3, 
when taken in conjunction with section 5(l). discriminates Sgaiise 
military officers by singling them out debun all other rcembars of 2 
class and atics them the only supervisors es are subject to criminal 
peualitics for iseunauee: Because of this, these provisions appear 
constitutionally questionable and should be reconsidered. Actually, 
an employee is not without remedy if he has cause ‘s believe that his 


military superiox is commiting a wrong constituting a crime under the 
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Uniform Code of Military Justice. Under paragraph 29 of the Manual 
for Courts Martial, 1951, any person having knowledge of the offense 
may present a violation of the act to duly constituted mailitary authorities. 
Additionally, frem a technical drafting standpoint, section 3 should 
be modified to read, in part: "##* under his authority to act with 
regard to any civilian employee of the executive branch of the United 
States Goverament under his authority or subject te his supervision 
in a manner made unlawful by section 1 of this Act." Section 1 pro- 


hibitions are not all caatin terms of "require and request, " 


Section 4 provides that an employee may sue to enjoin a violation 
ox threatened violation of sections 1, 2 or 3, or obtain redress therefrom 
without alleging damages or exhausting any administrative remedy. Also, 
with the employee's consent, any employee organization may file the 
suit or intervene. The Department is opposed to section 4 for a number 
of reasons. It would actively encourage the avoidance of agency procedures 
and permit the filing of frivuloua suits. It would overburden the courts 
inasmuch aa evidentlary hearings would be required in many cases, It 
would undermine alevnies and adverse action procedures under the 
mistakea presumption that present employee grievances are not faixly 
considered, {Contrary to this presumption, the grievance figures in 


onc of the military departments shows that in FY 1967). 36.8% ofthe 
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gtievances were resolved in the employee's favor at the first level 
of consideration and 66.7% were resolved favorably at tha second 
level.) It would create an independent remedy for oes group of 
grievances, whereas all other grievances would continus to be processed 
through normal agency grievance procedures. It would vest in employee 
organizations the right to bring suit or intef?vene, with the employee's 
consent, even though the organization has no identifiable creer with 
the activity with which the employee is assigned, a concept contrary to 
well accepted principles of employee-management relationships. To 
meet these objections, itis recommended that the phrase reading, 
‘without regard to whether the aggrieved party shall have exhausted any 
administrative remedies that may be provided by law," appearing on 
lines 22 - 24 of page 11, be changed to read, ‘when the aggrieved party 
shall have exhausted any adrainistrative remedics that may be araaea 
by law." In addition, it is recommended that the last two sentences 


of section 4 appearing on lines 5 - 14 of page 12, be deleted. 


Section 5 would eats a Board on Employee's Rights to investigate 
complaints of violations ox iieestinee violations and to conduct hearings. 
The Board would be ernpowered to reprimand, suspend, or remove 
civilian officiate violating the act. Military violator cases would be | 


referred to the rnilitary departments for prosecution under the Uniform 
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Code of Military Justice. Federal employee organizations could inter- 
vere in the seececatays ii they are “in any deexeat concerned with 
employment of the category in which the alleged violation occurred, 
The Department is opposed to the creation of an independent Board 

for a number of reasons. It would circumvent agency grievance pro- 
weaves by permitting an employee to file a complaint directly with the 
Board,- It would paginge wpon the authority of the appointing agency 

by vesting disciplinary action in an outside agency instead of the appoiating 
agency or the Civil Service Commission. As to the Board's actian - 
against military vielators, it would create a number of problems. The 
investigation, hearing and report of the Board would have Httle direct 
effect on any court-martial proceedings siace they would not appear | 

to qualify as a pretrial investigation under Article 32 of the Uniform 

Code of Military sapiices However, the Board's report recommending 
court-martial susepaaings would raise the spectre of "command influence” 
since the Board's report would be submiited to the President, the 
Congress, and the general courts sriantial convening authority. It 


would also violate cmployee privacy by permitting intervention by 


ecruployee organizations without regard to the wishes of the employee, . : 

\ 
and would negate the employce-management system established by it 
Executive Order 10983. -~ ; 
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If the Congresa decides section 5 should be retained over the 
objections of the Department, it is recommended that the first sentence 
of section 5{h} beginning on page 14 be deleted and a new sentenca 
subetituted reading substantially as follows: "The Board shall not 
entertain a complaint from or on behalf of an agyrieved party, unleas 
the remedy sought by him shall have been denied in whole or in part 
by o final agency decision.'"' Further, in order to provide for the 
observance of the procedural protections afforded civilian sintore . 
by title 5, United Statee Code, itis recommended that section 5 ti)(3)(A) 
be deleted and the following jineutaed: "in the case of a civilian 
officer or employee of the United States, other than any officer appointed 
by the President, by and with the advice aad wore ans of the Scnats, 
- who woletee this act, forward ita decision to the agency for determina- 
tion of the severity and application “of the penalty to be effected consonant 


with statutory protections afforded by title 5 of the United States Code." 


* 


Section 6 would permit the CIA, NSA, and FRI to conduct poly- 
graph and psychological tests concerning an saloveen personal family 
relationships, veligion, sexual conduct and financial affairs when a: 
specific determination is made that the protection of national security 
8O eleae: Unguirles would still be barred under section i if the 


employes were esimply interrogated about such matters without use of 
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polygraph or psychological tests.) If the added measures of protection 
to rational securityareneceded by the agencies cited, it is necded as 
much if not more hy those elements of the Bape of Defense 
concerned with planning and execution of strategic and tactical military 
operations. Also, if the broader interests of national security are to 
be served, itis neceesary that information about end resulting from the 
sensitive activities of the CIA, NSA, and PBI must be disseminated 
to sclected personnel throughout the Defense Department. This is now. 
the case, Therefore, to - considerable degree, any added mages 
of personnel sceurity by the three excepted agencies is wasted unless i‘ 
it is maiched within the Defense Department. Accordingly, it is 
recommended that section 6 be amended to grant the Sicvkters of Defense, ssh 
the Secrctarica of the Military Departments and their designees, the 


same exceptions granted to the Dircetora of CIA, NSA and FEI, 


Section 7 provides that each department miay establish its 
owa grievance procedures, but that these procedures shall not preclude 
a suit under section 4 or a complaint to the Board on Employees! Rights 
under section 5, The Department firmly believes that an employes should » 
first seck velief through hig own acpavkcionite grievance procedures, 
and that owiside review should be permitted only after completion of - 


Departmental action. Accordingly, the phrase, "but the existence of 
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Such procedures shall not preclude any applicant or employes from 
pursuing the remedies established by this Act or any other remedies 
provided by law," appearing on Hines 22 - 25 of page 18 of the bill, 
should be deleted. ‘fo provide three alternative means of resolution 
of this particular type of grievance e- One through the traditional 
gricvance system, one through the newly created, but yet administra. 
tive, Board on Employees! Rights, and one through ieedint access 
to the United States District Courts, increases the Prospects of divergent 
interpretations which will operate to the advantage of neither the 


employee nor his supervisor, 
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